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confronting these problems in one form or another.  They were part of the baggage of systematic inquiry in the service of policymaking.
Out of these misgivings there began to emerge a different, more tempered view of the connection among systematic inquiry, policy, and practice. The Utility of experimental method and economic analysis came to be defined in narrower terms.  Rigorous social experimentation required relatively strong theory, analytic skill, time, money, and organizational capacity—conditions that could not be met in all instances.  Social scientists began to acknowledge an explicit tradeoff between internal validity (the ability to distinguish treatment effects) and external validity (the ability to generalize effects beyond an experiment). The degree of experimental control required for a precise estimate of effects was to some degree inconsistent with the ability to transfer the treatment from an experimental setting to a practical operating environment.  Policy analysts began to speak with more respect about the "ordinary knowledge" (Lindblom and Cohen, 1979), or practical understanding, necessary to make complex decisions and to get from an analytic result to a prescription for action. Views about the relation-ship among systematic inquiry, policy, and operating decisions became more elaborate and less hard edged.
Systematic inquiry, even when it met rigorous methodological Standards, was rarely brought to bear on clearly specified decisions— legislative, budgetary, or administrative.  But systematic inquiry did have longer-term, more diffuse effects on the conventional wisdom that policy makers used to define Problems, on the way organizations were structured, on the directions administrators pushed their organizations, and on the way practitioners handled day-to-day problems in providing Services.  The shifts, in other words, were less a repudiation of the exper imental/analy tic model and more a domestication of i t to political, organizational, and operating realities.
The Department of Labor had, by the mid-1970s, accumulated con-siderable capacity and experience in economic analysis and evaluation, although its experience with large-scale experimentation was more limited. The department's analytic functions in the employment and training area were the responsibility of the Office of the Assistant Secretary for Policy Evaluation and Research (ASPER) and, within the Employment and Training Administration, the Office of Policy Evaluation and Research (OPER).  The Policy Evaluation and Research budget of DOL was consistently around $35 million a year between 1976 and 1980; over $20 million was in earmarked appropriations and about $15 million in discretionary funds (apart from YEDPA).  The varied collection of state and local government agencies and community-based organizations that delivered employment and training Services under the Comprehensive Employment and Training Act (CETA) had become acclimated to a relatively high level of federally required evaluation, but no less resistant to its costs and inconveniences.  An array of external research and evaluation organizations had developed around DOL-sponsored evaluations, äs well äs a large array of university-based research organizations. Not much of this capacity for research and analysis, however, was focused specifically on youth employment—a matter that would become important with the passage of YEDPA.

